
United States Patent and Trademark Office 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
United States Patent and Trademark Office 

Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450 
www.uspto.gov 



APPLICATION NO. 



FILING DATE 



FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 



! ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. 



CONFIRMATION NO. 



10/060,158 



01/30/2002 



Thomas E. Wiegand 



23483 7590 09/20/2005 

WILMER CUTLER PICKERING HALE AND DORR LLP 
60 STATE STREET 
BOSTON, MA 02109 



0081279.120 



7540 



EXAMINER 



KIM, DAVID S 



ART UNIT 



PAPER NUMBER 



2633 

DATE MAILED: 09/20/2005 



Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 



PTO 90C (Rev 10/03) 



O/f/pp Actinn tmmarx/ 


Application No. 

10/060,158 


Applicant(s) 

WIEGAND, THOMAS E. 


Examiner 

David S. Kim 


Art Unit 

2633 





- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

Responsive to communication(s) filed on 22 March 2005 . 
2a)K This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3)D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 
closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

• 4)E3 Ciaim(s) 1-14 and 16-20 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) Q Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) [X] Claim(s) 1-14 and 16-20 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)(3 The drawing(s) filed on 22 March 2005 is/are: a)(3 accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 !.)□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-1 52. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

1 2)D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)DAII b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attachment(s) 

1) £><] Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1 449 or PTO/SB/08) 5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-1 52) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 6) □ Other: . 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

PTOL-326 (Rev. 7-05) 



Office Action Summary 



Part of Paper No./Mail Date 09152005 



Application/Control Number: 10/060,158 Page 2 

Art Unit: 2633 

DETAILED ACTION 
Drawings 

1. Applicant's compliance with the objections to the drawings in the previous Office Action (mailed 
on 17 December 2004) is noted and appreciated. Applicant responded by submitting a new drawing for 
Fig. 4. The new drawing was received on 22 March 2005. This drawing is approved. Accordingly, the 
previous objections are withdrawn. 

Claim Objections 

2. Applicant's compliance with the objection to claim 11 in the previous Office Action (mailed on 17 
December 2004) is noted and appreciated. Applicant responded by amending claim 11. The amendment 
overcomes the previous objection. Accordingly, the previous objection is withdrawn. 

3. Claims 1 and 18-19 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

In claim 1, in the second to last line, "providing acoustic signals representative of the acoustic 
signals received by the muff' is used where — providing audio signals representative of the audio signals 
received by the muff — may be intended (emphasis Examiner's). Notice that Applicant uses the term 
"audio signals" in other limitations in the claim. 

In claims 18-19, "method" is used where — assembly — may be intended. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - <re USC g 112 

4. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

5. Claims 11-14, 16, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described 
in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the 
inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

Notice the following limitation in independent claim 11 (claims 12-14 and 16 depend on claim 11): 
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"converting the optical signal to produce acoustic signals with a transducer without the use of 
a power source for operation of the ear-plug" (emphasis Examiner's). 

However, notice photovoltaic cell 112 in Figs. 2-3. Such a cell is known as a power source. 
Moreover, the specification teaches, "[Transducer 146 effectively utilizes the power received from PV cell 
112," implying that cell 112 is a power source. Accordingly, claims 11-14, 16, and 20 contain subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in 
the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. 

Additionally, claims 11-14, 16, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the enablement requirement. Again, notice the same limitation quoted above. 
Also, notice the same portion of the specification quoted above. If transducer 146 utilizes power, then the 
transducer would require the use of a power source. Since transducer 146 is part of the ear-plug, then the 
ear-plug would also require the use of a power source. Applicant's disclosure does not provide any 
teaching on how one of ordinary skill in the art would have been able to operate the ear-plug without the 
use of a power source. Accordingly, claims 11-14, 16, and 20 contain subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a w^ay as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with 
which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

7. Claims 17-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Notice the following limitation in independent claim 17 (claim 18 depends on claim 17): 

"i) an optical receiver for receiving the information transmitted in the optical signals and for 

capturing the optical energy for use in the ear-plug assembly; 

ii) a circuit for transferring the optical information as electrical signals without an additional 

power source; and 
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iii) a transducer for receiving the electrical signal and for providing acoustic signals representative 
of the audio signals received by the muff, without an additional power source" (emphasis 
Examiner's). 

Applicant's usage of the term "additional power source" implies the presence of a non-additional 
power source in the apparatus of claims 17-18. However, such a non-additional power source is not 
clearly present in the invention defined in claims 17-18. Such lack of clarity leads one to ask, "Is there no 
power source in the apparatus? Is there one power source in the apparatus?" Accordingly, claims 17-18 
are indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctiy claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

As a remedy, Examiner suggests the following or similar claim language to clarify the bounds of 
claims 17-18: 

"i) an optical receiver for receiving the information transmitted in the optical signals and for 
capturing the optical energy for use in the ear-plug assembl y, wherein the optical receiver serves as a 
power source for the ear-plug assembly bv using the captured optical energy to power the ear-plug 
assembly " (underlined portion is Examiner's suggested amendment). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 1, 5-10, and 17-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Reddemann et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,073,947, hereinafter "Reddemann") in view of Graf (DE 3501448 Aih 
Martin (U.S. Patent No. 6,148,087), Cambridge Physics Outlet ("Projects for Science and Math of Music. 
Sound, and Waves," hereinafter "CPO"), and Hamashima (JP 05327624 A) . 

Regarding claim 1, Reddemann discloses: 
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A hearing protection assembly that allows a wearer to attenuate undesired external sounds and 
receive desired audio, comprising: 

a first hearing protecting muff (e.g., helmet 1 in the Figure) for attenuating sounds and receiving 
desired audio signals, the muff enclosing an optical transmitter (transmitter 4) for transmitting optical 
signals representative of the received audio signals, and 

an ear-plug assembly (earplug arrangement 14) including an optical receiver (earplug-receiver 6) 
for receiving the transmitted optical signals , a transducer (electroacoustic transformer or earphone 8) A 
and a circuit (components 7 and q) which transfers information from the optical signal to the transducer 
for providing acoustic signals representative of the acoustic signals received by the muff . 

Reddemann does not expressly disclose: 

said ear-plug assembly including a passive circuit which transfers information from the optical 
signal to the transducer for providing acoustic signals representative of the acoustic signals received by 
the muff, and 

the ear-plug assembly not including a battery. 

However, CPO also teaches an assembly (section 5, "Musical Laser Beam," solar cell and plug) 
including an optical receiver for receiving transmitted optical signals (signals from laser) and a transducer 
(speaker). The assembly of CPO also does not include a battery (the solar cell and plug assembly does not 
require a battery). The key technical differences between the basic functionalities of the assembly of 
Reddemann and CPO is that Reddemann teaches the use of a battery as a power source and a photodiode 
as an optical receiver while CPO teaches the use of a photocell (solar cell in CPO) as both a power source 
and as an optical receiver. In view of CPO, would it be obvious to employ a photocell as both a power 
source and as an optical receiver in the assembly of Reddemann? 

At the very least, at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to employ a photocell as the power source for the assembly of Reddemann. One of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this since a photocell enables a user to become 
independent of batteries, thereby removing the worn 7 that the earphones will stop functioning due to 
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power failure (Graf, abstract). At this point, the assembly in view of Reddemann in view of Graf would 
employ a photocell in place of the battery of Reddemann. 

Additionally, Martin teaches that a photocell is a suitable alternative for an IR receiver (Martin, 
col. 3, 1. 11-12) used in a hearing apparatus. At the time the invention was made, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to employ a photocell as the optical receiver. One of ordinary 
skill in the art would have been motivated to do this since the optical transmitter of Reddemann is an IR 
transmitter (Reddemann, col 2, L 10-15) and a photocell can function as a suitable IR receiver (Martin, 
col. 3, 1. 11-22). At this point, the assembly in view of Reddemann in view of Martin would employ a 
photocell in place of the photodiode of Reddemann. 

Thus, in view of Graf and Martin, it would be obvious to employ a photocell(s) to provide the 
functions of providing power and of receiving optical signals. Accordingly, at the time the invention was 
made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have a photocellfs) provide both of 
these functions together for the assembly of Reddemann. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to do this since CPO clearly teaches an example of a photocellfs) performing these combined 
functions together and since doing so provides an assembly that is intuitively simpler than the assembly of 
Reddemann. That is, Reddemann employs two separate components for supplying power and receiving 
optical signals while CPO teaches one component for both functions. Such greater simplicity generally 
leads to common benefits of simpler apparatuses, such as lower component costs and simpler 
manufacturing. 

Reddemann in view of Graf, Martin, and CPO still does not expressly disclose: 

said ear-plug assembly including a passive circuit which transfers information from the optical 

signal to the transducer for providing acoustic signals representative of the acoustic signals received by 

the muff. 

However, consider the low pass filter of Hamashima (low pass filter 6 in Fig. 2). Examiner takes 
Official Notice that low pass filters are often embodied in passive circuit forms. Hamashima's low pass 
filter is part of an optical transmission apparatus for communicating audio signals, which is the same 
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basic description of Reddemann's apparatus. Hamashima employs pulse width modulation f PWM) as the 
modulation technique ( abstract!. Reddemann's apparatus is silent about the particular modulation 
technique employed. At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the ait to employ Hamashima's PWM technique, including Hamashima's low pass filter, as the 
modulation technique for Reddemann's apparatus. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to do this since PWM allows one to employ simpler circuitry than circuitry employed for other 
modulation techniques, such as amplitude modulation (Hamashima. paragraph roooaT). Thus, in view of 
Hamashima and Examiner's Official Notice, by employing a passive low pass filter, the assembly of 
Reddemann would include a passive circuit as described bv claim 1 above. 

Regarding claim 5, Reddemann in view of Graf. Martin. CPO. and Hamashima discloses: 
The assembly of claim 1, wherein the optical receiver includes a photovoltaic cell (Graf, abstract: 
Martin, col. 3. 1. 11-12: CPO. solar cell) . 

Regarding claim 6, Reddemann in view of Graf. Martin. CPO, and Hamashima discloses: 
The assembly of claim 5, wherein the passive circuit in the ear-plug assembly includes a 
demodulator (Reddemann, means that performs the demodulating in col. 3, 1. 20-21; Hamashima, low 
pass filter 6, abstract) , the photovoltaic cell providing signals to the demodulator, which provides 
demodulated signals to the transducer. 

Regarding claim 7, Reddemann in view of Graf. Martin, CPO, and Hamashima does not 
expressly disclose: 

The assembly of claim 1, further comprising a second muff and a second ear-plug, each 
substantially the same as the first. 

Rather, Reddemann shows one muff and one ear-plug. However, helmets and headphones are 
conventionally substantially symmetrical. At the time the invention was made, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the ait to employ a second muff and a second ear-plug, each 
substantially the same as the first. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this to 
shield the other ear from undesirable surrounding noises (col. 1, 1. 15-16). 
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Regarding claim 8, Reddemann in view of Graf, Martin, CPO, and Hamashima does not 
expressly disclose: 

The assembly of claim 7, wherein the first and second muffs receive and provide signals over 
separate channels. 

» However, such an arrangement of separate channels describes the extremely well known practice 

of providing stereo sound. At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to implement this arrangement of separate channels. One of ordinary skill in the 
art would have been motivated to do this to provide stereo sound, which provides a more natural and live 
sound than the common alternative of mono sound, or monophonic sound, or monaural sound. 

Regarding claim 9, Reddemann in view of Graf, Martin, CPO, and Hamashima does not 
expressly disclose: 

The assembly of claim 8, wherein each muff has separate modulator and buffer circuits. 

However, with a stereo arrangement of channels, at the time the invention was made, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the ait to implement each muff with separate modulator 
and buffer circuits. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this since a stereo 
arrangement of channels employs separate channels, each typically requiring separate modulation and 
buffering. 

Regarding claim 10, Reddemann in view of Graf, Martin, CPO, and Hamashima discloses: 
The assembly of claim 9, wherein the circuits for the muffs share use of an oscillator (common 
practice in providing stereo sound). 

Regarding claim 17, claim 17 is an apparatus claim that corresponds largely to apparatus claim 
L Therefore, the recited means in apparatus claim 1 read on the corresponding means in apparatus claim 
17. Claim 17 also differs from claim 1 in the limitations regarding the optical receiver, the circuit for 
transferring optical information as electrical signals, and the transducer. Nonetheless, Reddemann in 
view of Graf, Martin, CPO, and Hamashima still discloses these limitations in claim 1 that differ from 
claim 17. Regarding the optical receiver of claim 17, see the treatment of the optical receiver of claim 1 
above. Regarding the circuit for transferring optical information as electrical signals of claim 17, see the 
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treatment of the passive circuit of claim 1 above. Regarding the transducer of claim 17, see the treatment 
of the transducer of claim 1 above. 

Regarding claim 18, Reddemann in view of Graf, Martin, CPO. and Hamashima discloses: 
The method of claim 17, where the ear-plug assembly consists essentially of a photovoltaic cell 
(Graf, abstract; Martin, col. 3, 1. 11-12: CPO, solar cell), a low pass filter (Hamashima, low pass filter 6 in 
Fig. 2), and a transducer (Reddemann, electroacoustic transformer or earphone 8). 

Notice that the other components in the ear-plug assembly of Reddemann in view of Graf, Martin, 
CPO, and Hamashima are merely various amplifiers, which are generally known to provide optional 
amplitude control. That is, amplifiers do not constitute essential components in the ear-plug assembly of 
Reddemann in view of Graf, Martin, CPO, and Hamashima. Rather, the basic, essential components of an 
optical-to-electrical-to-acoustic converter that employs a modulation technique fi.e., the ear-plug 
assembly) are an optical-to-electrical converter, a demodulator, and an electrical-to-acoustic converter. 
Such components are the photovoltaic cell of Graf, Martin, or CPO (optical-to-electrical converter); the 
low pass filter of Hamashima (demodulator), and the transducer of Reddemann (electrical-to-acoustic 
converter). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to recognize that amplifiers are not essential components in the assembly of Reddemann in view of Graf. 
Martin. CPO, and Hamashima. One of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized this since 
amplification at one location along a transmission link is often equivalent to amplification at another 
location along the same transmission link. For example, in lieu of amplification at the receiving end, 
proper selection of the signal amplitude at the transmitting end could provide the proper signal amplitude 
at the receiving end. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to even remove the amplifiers from the ear-plug assembly of Reddemann in view of Graf, Martin, CPO. 
and Hamashima and to provide compensating amplification at another location along the transmission 
link of Reddemann in view of Graf, Martin, CPO, and Hamashima. One of ordinary skill in the art would 
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have been motivated to do this to further simplify the ear-plu^ assembly, thereby reducing power 
consumption, lowering component costs, and simplifying manufacturing of the assembly. 

Regarding claim iq, claim iq is an apparatus claim that introduces limitations that correspond 
to the limitations introduced bv apparatus claim 18. Therefore, the recited means in apparatus claim 18 
read on the corresponding means in apparatus claim iq. 

10. Claims 2-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Reddemann in view 
of Graf, Martin, CPO, and Hamashima, as applied claim 1 above, further in view of Ramaswami et al. 
(Optical Networks: A Practical Perspective, hereinafter "Ramaswami"). 

Regarding claim 2, Reddemann in view of Graf, Martin, CPO, and Hamashima does not 
expressly disclose: 

The assembly of claim 1, wherein the optical transmitter includes one or more light emitting 
diodes (LEDs). 

Rather, Reddemann broadly teaches the use of infrared rays. LEDs are known to be common 
optical transmitters that transmit infrared rays, as shown in Ramaswami (p. 141-143, 160, optical signals 
in the 1310 nm wavelength window are in the infrared range). At the time the invention was made, it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to arrange the optical transmitter of 
Reddemann to employ one or more LEDs, as taught in Ramaswami. One of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to do this since LEDs are known to be among the cheaper choices for optical 
transmitters (Ramaswami, end of p. 141). 

Regarding claims 3-4, these two claims describe respectively two different embodiments for 
the muff (Applicant's specification, p. 3, 1. 14-16). Reddemann discloses the embodiment for claim 4: 

(claim 4) The assembly of claim 2, wherein the muff incorporates a modulator (means that 
performs the modulating in col. 3, 1. 9-10) for providing modulated acoustic signals to the LEDs. 



Reddemann in view of Graf, Martin, CPO, Hamashima, and Ramaswami does not expressly 
disclose the embodiment for claim 3: 
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(claim 3) The assembly of claim 2, wherein the muff receives modulated acoustic signals from a 
remote modulator and provides the signals to the LEDs. 

However, this embodiment is a structurally obvious alternative to that of claim 4. Even 
Applicant's specification appears to describe it as such (p. 3, 1. 14-16). At the time the invention was 
made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to arrange the muff to receive 
modulated acoustic signals from a remote modulator and to provide the signals to the LEDs. One of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this to simplify the structure of the muff. That 
is, fewer components in the actual muff lead to conventional benefits, such as decreased weight and lower 
manufacturing costs. 

Response to Arguments 

11. Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are moot in view of the 
new ground(s) of rejection. Applicant's arguments are based on new limitations introduced by 
amendments to the claims. The new references to Graf, Martin, CPO, and Hamashima are applied to 
address these new limitations. 

Conclusion 

12. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 
Nelson is cited to show a photovoltaic cell is self-powered and also converts an optical signal to an 
electrical signal. Haynes is cited to show the use of photovoltaic cells in ear-plug assemblies. Sugino is 
cited to show an optical transmission system that communicates sound signals by using an optical 
receiving assembly that does not require a batteiy. 

13. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office 
action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded 
of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutoiy period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
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is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory 7 period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to David S. Kim whose telephone number is 571-272-3033. The examiner can normally be 
reached on Mon.-Fri. 9 AM to 5 PM (EST). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Jason 
Chan can be reached on 571-272-3022. The fax phone number for the organization where this application 
or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained 
from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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